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t ions.  We are being asked to bel ieve, that  he would r isk his good name, honor,  reputat ion,  and bank

account.  Moreover,  we are asked to bel ieve that he would do so at  a t ime when hundreds of  thousands

of men and women who had fought in the war,  or  otherwise been direct ly involved wth i t ,  including Bar-

low, were st i l l  a l ive,  and when the l ie,  therefore,  was qui te suscept ib le of  being chal lenged and exposed

by eyewitnesses or others who were conversant with the facts.

Let us ta lk about the Potter dinner pafty a l i t t le bi t  This is the second hal f  of  Gordon's accounts l f  the

second hal f  is  t rue,  then the f i rst  hal f  must also be true, because the second hal f  is  ent i re ly dependent

upon the f i rst  hal f  Do we have any reason to doubt the second hal f? None l t  is  a perfect ly plausible

s to ry .  Fur thermore ,  therewerewi tnesses ,  i .e . ,  o therd innergues ts .  l f  the  conversa t ion  and i t s  e f fec ts ,  as

descr ibed by Gordon, are fanci fu l ,  these witnesses could have and might have exposed i t  as f raudulent.

Again,  is  i t  reasonable to suppose that Gordon would r isk his pr iceless credibi l i ty  for  such a piece of

f lut f? For that  matter,  is  i t  reasonable to suppose that he would invent the whole story? For what pur-

oose? The second hal f  of  the story is dependent upon the f i rst  hal f ,  as said,  but  the opposi te is not t rue.

l f  the f i rst  hal f  is  a f raud, there is no necessi ty to add the second hal f ;  i t  is  gratui tous.

The veraci ty of  Gordon's account receives further support  f rom the story 's c i rculat ion f rom at least

1879, seventeen years before Bar low's death,  yet  i t  was never contradicted by Bar low. l t  is  s imply in-

credible that the story,  as to ld by Gordon, and as i t  appeared in the publ icat ions antedat ing 1896, would

not have come to Bar low's at tent ion in that  seventeen year per iod.  That includes Gordon's speech (Lasf

Days),  which was given al l  over the country and which surely appeared in pr int  whi le Bar lowst i l l  l ived

Further support  for  the story 's veraci ty is that  Bar low and Gordon met on at  least  two occasions af ter  the

war,  once at  pot ter 's dinner party (1879) and again at  the twenty-f i f th anniversary of  the batt le ( lBBB)

By the t ime of  the second meet ing,  the story had been in c i rculat ion for  at  least  n ine years.  On the oc-

casion of that meeting, the New York Times wrote that:

The two men met for  the second t ime in 25 years and the meet ing was rather af fect ing Gen

Barlow was lef t  on the f ie ld on the f i rst  day's f ight .  He was found by Gen. Gordon, who not only

s a w t h a t  h e w a s t a k e n  c a r e  o f ,  b u t a l l o w e d  M r s .  B a r l o w t o  c o m e t h r o u g h t h e  l i n e s t o  n u r s e  h e r

husband

That the story appeared in such a prominent newspaper as the New York Times, which,  l iv ing in New

York,  Bar low must surely have read, gave him an excel lent  opportuni ty to denounce i t  as fa lse,  but of

course  he  d id  no t .

St i l l  fur ther support  for  the veraci ty of  the story is Gordon's statements,  in both Remtntscences and

Last Days, that  Bar low had heard of  the death of  Gordon's cousin,  General  J.B. Gordon of  North Caro-

l ina ,  who was k i l led  near  R ichmond in  the  summer  o f  1864,  and,  because o f  the  ident ica l  in i t ia ls ,  had

assumed that th is was the J B Gordon who had assisted him at  Gettysburg How would Gordon know

that? The only reasonable answer,  of  course, is that  Bar low told him. But when and why would Bar low

tel l  h im that? The only reasonable answer is that  he told him at  or  some t ime af ter  the meet ing at  Pot-

ter 's dinner party in the context  of  how and why he, Bar low, assumed that Gordon was dead. Outside

the context  of  a confession of  ignorance as to Gordon's survival ,  Bar lov/s te l l ing of  h is mistake as to the

other Gordon makes no sense at  a l l .  Their  supposed deaths must therefore have been a sub. lect  of  con-

versat ion between them. And such conversat ion would only have taken place i f ,  as Gordon says repeat-

edly,  they both thought each other dead And i f  they both thought each other dead, which is the logical


